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REMARKS 

In response to the Examiner's Action mailed on January 9, 2006, the 
specification are amended. Furthermore, claims 1 to 26 are amended. The 
applicant hereby respectfully requests that the patent application be 
reconsidered. 

An item-by-item response to Examiner's objections or rejections is 
provided in the followings: 

1. Rejections of claims based on Double Patenting 

The Examiner rejects claims 1-26 on the ground of non-statutory 
obviousness-type double patenting. 

In response to the rejection, claims 1-26 are amended and the amended 
claims are totally different and not obvious over another Application 10/682,498. 

2. Objection to Specification 

The Examiner objects to the Specifications for various informalities and 
ambiguities. 

In response to the objections, the Specification is amended and the 
informalities and the ambiguities are corrected. 

3. Objection of claims based on Informalities 

The Examiner objects to claims 6-7, 13, 19, and 25 for various 
informalities. 

In response to the objections, claims 6-7, 13, 19 and 25 are amended with 
the informalities corrected. 

4. Rejections of claims Under 35 USC 102 

The Examiner rejects claims 1, 3, 4, 9, 20, 22 and 23 under 35 USC 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Lippmann et al (Patent 5,936,603). The Examiner further 
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rejects claims 1-2, 5, 6, 14, 18, 21 and 24-26 as being anticipated by Yasue (Patent 
6,806,871) 

In response to the rejections, claims 1-26 are amended. The amended 
claims are now directed to a LCD display system that is different and novel over 
Lippmann and Yasue because Lippmann and Yasue do not have the system 
configuration with the microdisplay controller as an added element that controls 
the voltage with adjustment of a high and low voltages. 

The amended claims 1-26 are therefore different, novel and not obvious 
over Lippmann and Yasue and would be allowable as now amended. 

5. Rejections of Claims under 35 USC§103 

The Examiner rejects Claims 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 17, as being 
obvious Lippmann and Yasue and in combination with different cited 
prior art references. 

In response to the rejections, claims 1-26 are amended and the 
amended claims include elements of microdisplay controller device and 
system processor. The amended claims as now direct to totally different 
and non-obvious display system that has system configuration for carrying 
out functions not disclosed nor motivated by the cited prior art references. 
Therefore, the amended claims would be patentable over the cited prior art 
references. 

With the amended drawings, specification and claims and the reasons 
provided above, the applicant hereby respectfully requests that Examiner's 
objections and rejections under double patenting and under 35 USC § 102 and 35 
USC § 103 be withdrawn and the present application be allowed. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Edwin Lyle Hudson 



By 



Bo-In Lin — Attorney, Registration No. 33,948 
13445 Mandoli Drive, Los Altos Hills, CA 94022 
(650) 949-0418 (Tel), (650) 949-4118 (Fax) 
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